Mr. Morrison stated that the track entry is required to
be examined during the preshift and onshift inspection, and
since it takes some time for the roof to show signs of fail-
ure, he believed that the cited conditions existed for at
least 1 week.  However, he believed that the respondent exhib-
ited moderate negligence because of the fact that extensive
rehabilitation work was done to address the roof problems.

Mr. Morrison was of the opinion that a roof fall was
reasonably likely to occur, and if it did, a miner would
suffer permanently disabling injuries. He believed the cited
roof conditions constituted a significant and substantial
violation because the areas were heavily travelled, and the
sagging roof, with water dripping, indicated serious roof
problems, including a roof failure (Tr, 10-35).

On cross-examination, Mr. Morrison conceded that the
respondent was addressing its roof control problems and that
it was using different approaches in attempting to solve them.
He was not aware when MSHA last reviewed the respondent's
roof-control plan, and it was his view that longer roof bolts
were required for roof support. He confirmed that longer
notched bolts had been used in the past, but that they failed.
He was also aware of prior testa conducted by the respondent
with grouted and resin bolts, and that some of these had
failed at 42 inches. Mr, Morrison was of the personal view
that the roof-control plan is inadequate, but conceded that
the roof bolts which were used were in compliance with the
plan. However, he did not believe that the roof was ade-
quately supported, and that is why he issued the citation.
He conceded that unintentional roof falls are not per se vio-
lations of the roof-control plan.

Mr. Morrison stated that the only rehabilitation work he
observed at the locations were some roof support posts which
are shown on the sketch of the area (exhibit G-2). He did
not review the onshift or preshift examination books at the
time of his inspection, and he conceded that there is a dif-
ference of opinion in this case as to what is required to
adequately support the roof. The roof cracks he observed
were located 3 inches or less from the nearest roof bolt,_and
while there was a lot of roof trussing taking place, he did
not know the extent of such trussing throughout the mine.

Mr. Morrison conceded that the respondent had done a lot
of work on its roof, but given the conditions which he found,
he believed they were negligent for not doing more. He -also
conceded that the respondent had installed more roof bolts
than were required under the roof plan, but he felt that this
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